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PATENT 

Attorney Docket No.: 728-216 (YOR9-200 1-0444) 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-22 are pending in the present application with all claims being rejected in the 
present Final Office Action. 

Claims 1-6, 12-16, 21, and 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 5,946,257 (Keeth). Claims 7-1 1 and 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Keeth in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,496,027 (Sher). 

Keeth describes a memory circuit, which includes distributed voltage generators to 
selectively provide power to memory arrays of the memory circuit. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, the text in column 9, lines 60-65 of Keeth reading: 

"This method of array control provides the benefit of flexible fabrication. That is, as integrated circuits 
become bigger, power distribution becomes more difficult. The requirements of a single voltage generator 
for an entire circuit would be in^ractical to meet. Thus, using distributed voltage generators provides a 
more efficient manner of adjusting an integrated circuit than a series of isolation switches" 

does not disclose "at least one enable/disable circuit for selectively connecting and disconnecting 
at least a portion of the respective macro from the integrated circuit system" recited in Claim 1 as 
amended or "means for controlling the means coupled to the means for receiving the external 
voltage according to an enable/disable signal to selectively connect and disconnect at least a 
portion of the respective macro of the plurality of macros" recited in Claim 12 as filed. 

By stating in column 9, lines 64-67: "Thus, using distributed voltage generators provides 
a more efficient manner of adjusting an integrated circuit than a series of isolation switches" 
Keeth teaches away from the above stated recitations of independent Claims 1 and 12. 

Without conceding the patentability per se of dependent Claims 2-5, 12-16, 21, and 22, it 
is submitted that they overcome Keeth by virtue of their dependencies on independent Claims 1 
and 12. Furthermore, without conceding the patentability per se of dependent Claims 7-11, and 
17-20, it is submitted that they overcome Keeth, Sher, and the combination thereof by virtue of 
their dependencies on independent Claims 1 and 12. Accordingly it is submitted that Claims 1-5, 
12-16, 21, and 22 are patentable over Keeth and Claims 7-11, and 17-20 are patentable over 
Keeth in view of Sher. 



